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ABSTRACT J _

Theory and common senée posit that the effect of a specific facet of -
self -concept on Global Esteem will vary with the rmportance placed on that
facet, but mo support for this interaétive hypothesis was found. Unwen ghtqd ’
averages of 12 distinct dimensions éf sel f-concept from the Self DescriptiDnA‘ P
Questionnaire II1 correlated about .7 with Global Esteem, but we1lghting
each fatet by .the importance assignéed to 1t by'the entire.group, by diverse
subgroups, or by each individual made no difference. Even “random number "
wexdht; did almost as weli, while qptjmal\wexghts derived from multipie

‘regression did only slightly better, sudgesting that differential weighting
has li1ttle affect. Nevertheless, weaL support for the hypothesis was found
for the Spirifual and Phys}cél Abilitiks facets, and these were the two
facets where the 1mpor tance ratings varied the most. Though Global Esteem

wag reasonably well prediéted by the specific facets, few specific facets

were adequately.predicted by Global Esteem, arguing agalnst the gole
relxaqsglﬂﬁjﬁhklngle global measure in self-concept research
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Global Self Esteem: Its Relation to Weighted ‘

Averages of Specific Facets of Selt-concept \

- -

The Myltidimensignality Qf Self-concept. .

-~

Self-concept is widely posited td be a desirable outcome and to %yplain
overt behaviors and other tonstructs 1n many areas of psycho}ogy - Despite
the theoretical and practxcal sanxfxcance of the sélfvconrept construct)
reviews of perf concept research typical identify a lack of theoretical
models for defining and interpreting the construct, and the poor quality of
measurement inatruments used to assess it (Burns, 1979; Welles & Marwell,
;976; wylrh 1974; 1979). In an attempt to rempdy this situation; Shavelson,
Hubner and Stanton (1976) reviewed exxstxng theoretxcal and nmpxrlcal

b.‘
research, and on the basis of this review posited a‘multxfaceted

hierarchical model of self-concept. Shavelson ,specified particular facets of

self-concept and a hierarchical ordering among these facatsg‘genEral self-
cancept, thg apex of the hierarchy,‘was broken 1nto academic and nonacademic
cgmponents'and each of’thgse were subdivided into more specific facets
(e.g., Spexific academic content areas, soclal, physical and emotional).
_Imtially Shavelson’s multifaceted model was not widely accepted as
many researchers viewed self-concept as either a unidimensional construct or

¥

one 50 heavily domxnaéed wy a general factor that separate components could

.

not be readily differentiated. Through the'mid-1970’s self~concépt
instruments typically consisted of a-hodge-podge of self-referent items,
little effort was made to develop/refine these instruments {n order to
measure specxfic facets, and support for the mult1d1menshmu¥1ty of self-
@cept was weak. More recently, researchers have developed self~g0ncept
1n§truments spec{fxcally to measure particular facets of self- concept that
are at least loosely based on an explicit theoretical model’, and then used
factor analysis to test the existence of these.a priori faéets. Thig
approach has produced instruments in which multiple facets of self-concept
are clearly identified and quite“distinct (e.g., Boersma % Chapman, 1979;
Dusek & Flaherty, 19813 Fleming & Courtney, 1984; Hart;r. 1982; Narshﬁ

Smxth, Barnes & Butler, 1983; Marsh, Barnes, Falrns & Txdman, 1984; Marsh,

" Barnes & Hocevar, in press; Soares & Soares, .1982),

Shave&son and Marsh (in press; Marsh & Shavelson, 1984) reviewed
research stxmuﬂsted by Shavelson’s model and the Self Descriptlon

Questionnaire (SDB) i1nsttruments that were derived from it. They found gtrodg

support for the multidimensionality of self-concept, and_the,facefs posi ted

. by the model., However, the hierarchical ordering was more complicéted, and

wedker, than originally suspected (also see Marsh, 1984); for late

4
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adolescants the dx;farent facmts of self- c&ncept were relatlvmly
uncurrelated They concluded tqit sel { concept Lnnnet be aquuately
understood if its multldimensxnnallty is 1Qnored. ¢
, General Seff and SeggLng Fagets of Self.’

p Hxstcrxcally sel f- cuncept research has emphasiz ed a general, overall or

N~

total self-concept, and’ Bpaciflc facets of the construct have been relegated
a minor role. w{th the increased emphasis on the multidimensionaligy of
. sel f-concept, the spécific facets have become more i1mportant, and'the role of -
6eneral gsel f-concept -has become less clear. There is no w;dely accepted
def:nxtxon of how the general construct should be deflnﬂd and at 1east four
operational deflnxtxons are common: a) a hierarchical ganeral‘self that
appears at the apex of hierarchical models such as Shavelson's modelj b) a
conglomerate general s&lf that is the total score from a large hodge-podge a
of self-referent items that attempt to sample broadly from a range' of wel f -
relevant characteristics; c) a global self esteem’ scalé that .is rel vely
. unxdlmenqlqnal and content-free 1n that it 15 romprised of items that xnfer ’
a general sense of self-worth or self~con4xdence that could be applied to
“many specific areas (e.g., the General Sl scale from the SDQ 111, and
other scales déscribed by Rosenberg, 1963; 1979; and Harter, 1982)g and d) a-:
welghted average general self Qhere specific facets are weighted ac;ording'
-to their $aliehce, value or importance (e.gq., Hodge &\McCarthy, 1964;°
Watkins:‘1978r. Three of the;e, all but-gfobal esteem, are derived from some
a priori or empiricall* weighted average of specific facets, though neither
theé facets an”horwtheir weights are not adequately specified in‘the
(analomerato 3“werax';c!f. )
These alternatxye'conceptualizations of the general self construct have
xmpl1cat£9ns for the role of the 1m?mrtance, sqL]enée or centrality of‘s
specific area of self-concept in determining general self-concept.
Hiastorically, Williad James (1890/1663) argued th;t failure in areas deemed
to be unimpbrtant to a particular individual have little impactlpn general
selt, and this contention has been reiterated by .many theorists (e.g.,
Coopersmith, 1967; Harter, 1982; {983; Hodge & McCarthy, 1984; Maxwell &
Welles, 1976; Roseanrg,(IQQS; 3?79; Watkins, 1978; 5ylie, 1974) .. ,
Coopersmith (1947) indiqated that an‘}ndividual’s sel f-appraisals might vary
in different areas so that -"his overall appraisal of his abilities would

presumably weight these areas accordxng to their sub,ectxve xmportance

“

. enabling him to drrive at -a genéﬁal level Gf self esteem (p, 6Y. He went on.*
Te to state that: "Though this appears to be the case, db,ectxve evdence on the
_ method of arriving at general‘dbpraisals is sparsel! (p. 6). Wylie {}974,Y
Qo p. 48) stated that: “"The sum is simple expedieni‘ﬁn he face of }gnorancb

ERIC ' nats ~ AL -
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~and should“be 80 recognized. Steps should be taéun to @exght item ratings
acco(dlng)tm their perceived salience to 5, but this has not yet been
tried". Rosenberg (1945; 1#79;‘also see Hodge & McCarthy, 19é4> prbposed an
“ interactive hypothesis WHermb; a.positive selfmpérspective in a specific.'
area seéen ag_lmportané contributes postively to Global Esteem, a negative
self?perspective in an important area detracgs from Global Esteem, and self-
- ' per;pectxves in un}mportant érEas have little impact on Global Eséeem. : o
‘beorasts have also speculated about'how individuals determne the
’1mporfance of specific as of salf-koncept, and how this relates to Globa)l
Esteem. 'Following Festinger’s social compagison theory, Wells and Marwell
(1976, pn. §5?_J-5Lr1be Lhe drlenma of a person with a poor ability in a
particular aﬁea who must balance a reality principal against the need to
have a féVD}able sel f-evaluation. One possible compromise is to recognize
the pqpﬁ ability i1n the particular arega, but to give this little importance
n thelﬂetermlnation of Global Esteem. Rosenherg (1982; p. 538) found‘ . .
support for a selectivity hypothesis in that an individual "will be disposed
to valué'those things at which he considers himself to be good and~to
, devalue those qualities at at which he cdnsideré himsel f pqcr" but he also
recognized that "the freedom to select one’s vallies in a iashion congenial

to one’'s self-image is not, of course, without limit." Hodge and McCarthy

(1984), and others, emphasize the constraints that group and subgroup values'

-

place on the freedom to select one’'$ values. These may, force i1ndividuals to

.

place a‘high value on some facet where their self—percébtions are poor, thus

leading to a lower Global Esteem.

»

J'

The Hodae and McCarthy 1984 Study. : a :
Hddge and McCarthy (19%4{ examined relations among specific facets of

welf-concept, their percgived importance, and Global Esteem (the Rosenberg
scale) 1n a large sample of high studenié. Using a variety of empirical.and
a priori weightings of the specific facets, they found that no weighted
averaqge correlated wifh Global Esteem higher thén .45, suggest{ng to them
that the weighted summations measure a different construct than Global

' Esteem. An unweighted average of the SpECi{{c dimensions correlated
about .4 with Global Esteem, and there was little or no improvement when the
spesifxc‘facets were weighted by the mean importance rating assigned by the
entire group, by students witrura*he samg school, or by g&udents within the.
same ¢l ass. Pgradoxically, whtn each cohponent was weighted by"the~
}ndl;idual’s own.ratinglsf its importange, the weighted aver?gé was
significantly lesa correlated (r=.34) wigh esteem than any other weighted or

.unweidﬁfed average. In other anaLysés they found little or nho support for
Rosenberg’s interactive hypothesis. These findings led the authors to

» conclude, at least for this age .group, -that the group values are much mere
‘e . ! v ". n
! , ., ) S o - R
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ymportant than i1ndividual values in determining the value plac?ﬁ on &pPlelC

tacets, and this was their moat important theoretigal ¢onclusion. ngever, a
. number 0f methodological and theoretical 1ssues require further}consideration.

1he Use. of Single ltem Rating Scales. Sélf“esteem wag based on a multi-
ttem scale, but‘the gspecific facehﬁeuuithexr rmportance. wé}e inferred from
Slnqle—xtem‘responses.. Hence, while esteem had a margxnally acceptable
reliabilaty . (alpha = 75)' the reliability of thP specific facets and the
1mportance ratxngs could not be determined. HDNEVFF, when Marsh, qunes and
Hoc9var (1n press) measurpd SpQlelC componpnts of. self-contept wx\h both
multi-1tem scales and sxnglmhttpm responses, they concluded that the single-

- "1tem responses werd not amn adequate substi tute. More generally, ﬁhshton,

. X
Brainerd, and Pressley (1983) arqued that sfngle- 1tem-measurement5_are less

-

stable, “}jess reliable, less valid, and less generalizable than multi-ttem
v . o
aCal es, : ) \

va Loe Seltrconcept and Importance Ratings. Hodge and McCarthy
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cnncluded that group values were more 1mportant than 1nd1¥1dual values, ‘but
they actually found that neither group nor xnd;Q&dual ratlngg of 1mportance
were useful. None of the weighted 'averages based on any of the 1mportance
'ratings -was substantially more corrélg;ed with self-esteem than was the
unwerghted average of specific componénts.,while the wgighted average based
on i1ndividual dimportance ratings did poorest pf all this may be an artifact
of using unscaded scores. Since self- -concepts are multiplied by 1mportance
ratings; a salf-concept scale with a higher mean response will be mgre

v affected by differences in important ratings than if all sel f-concept scores
were standardized (i.e., meat = 0, SD = 1). Also, the unscaled importance
ratings may overemphasize the m;an importance rating by each subject across
all facets, and underemphasize the differences in rating made b9 a giyven
qub,éct' For ex'ampl®, consider subjects wzélattach high importance to facets
where their self perceptlons a&g‘good and low importance to facets where their
sel¥--perceptions are poor The interad¢tive hypothesis predicts that these
subects should have @ yery good Global Esteem, but the wexghted average of

all Facets ~— 8ven the ones where thelr sel f- percagtlons were poorer -~ to be

1mportant It is proposed that a set of 1psat1ve weights based on the #

Iy

importance ratings (1.9., a set of weights that sum to a constant for each

. subject) will produce weighted averages that are more positively torrelated to

estéem than the unscaled importance Fatings used by Hodge and McCarthy.
The Role of Specific and Gener 11 Eg ets. Implicit in -the Hodge and

McCarthy study is the suggestion that the role of specific facets is to .

define a general facet, so gbat if the specific facets do not correlate

G;E
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highly with' the general. facet they are seen Io_be Iéss use%hf. An
aIternévaa perspective conSISte:t with the new emphgsxs on theu
#multiaimensionaIity of gé}f—concept gs that .if the generaI~f€cet 18 not
substantially correlated to each of the specific facets, then the general

facet should be seen as less usefui.

The Fresent Investiqajen. - 4
The purpose of resent xnvestlgat'

esteem to specifit facets of selchonCEpt and the lmportanLe of each -facet.

-0 relate global el f-

The study 1s based on data from all published studies by the author that
have used the SDQ II1. Henc€ the multxple dﬁmensxons of self-concept are
baséd on a well articul'ate model, the Shavelson model, and the psychometric
properties (dimensioqality, reliability, validity) of the instrument are
very good. Self*cqpc;pt facets are represented by both multi-item scales
and single-item responses, allowing a comparison between the two. Diverse
subgroups who have»completed the 'SDG III are expected to diff@r widel& in
the importance they attach ®m dxfferent facets (e .g-» Physical Ability for a
group of “athletes. _and Splrﬁal Values 1n Students from a senior Catholic
girls school), providing a good Basis of comparing the influence of
indyvidual, subgroup, and group values. Analyses are performed with both

g aled and unscafed importance Fatihgs, and wIth standardized and .
utStandardized self-concept scores, thus providing a test of the proposed
‘artifact 1n the Hodge and McCarthy study. Though there are many differences
between the present Investigation and the Hodge/McCarthy study, the Global
Esteem scale from the SDQ III was Ipltlally der:ved from the Rosenberg scale
that was used in the earl;er study and many of the specific facets
considered in theﬂtwp»stJ&ies are similar.

| ‘ | METHODS - ‘

ription Ouestionnaire (SDQ) LIL.

[y

:n .

The Self Des .
The present investigation is based on responses to the 5DQ III. The
gna 111, the ratioqale for itg conétruction, its relation to the ShaveI?on
model and the other SDQ instruments, the wordind of the items; exploratory
and confirmatory factor analyses identifying the facets that it is designed
to measure and its hierarchical structure, the internal consistency and
‘'stability of its scales, and its relation to academic achievement, to sel f~
concept inferred by significaht others, and to other constructs is
summarized. elsewhere (Marsh, 1984; Marsh, Barnes % Hécevar, in press; Marsh
% Jackson, 1984; Marsh & 0'Niell, 1984; Marsh, ‘Richards % Barnes, in press).
. Iz Eacﬁrmf the 13 SDQ III scales is repre ented by 10 or 12 items,
-approximately half of whith are dbgatiiely worded, and sub;ects respond on

Q an eight-point response scale where Eategories vary from "1-Definitely

\ \ .
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"False" to‘"B—Deiinitely ‘rue." The 13 scales and a summary item are:

. 1]
1. Physical Ability —— I am good at sports and pHysical activities.
‘ .« 2. Physical Appearance -— I am physically attractive/good looking.

X. Opposite Sex Relations —-— 1 havetgood interactions/relationships °
. f

with members of the opposite sex.

q, Same Sex Relationg —- 1 have good 1nteractxOns/relatlonshxps with

’

memberq of the same sex.
%. Relations With Parents -- 1 have good interactions/relationships

with my parents.

6. Shiritual Values -~ I am a religious/spiritual person.
. 7. HBresty — I am an honest, reliabrle, trustworthy person.
8. Emotional Stability -— I am an emotionally stable person.
9 Ve}bal - I.havehgood verbal skills/reasoning ability.
10. Math -- I have good mathematical skills/reasoning ability.
11. General Acad;mnc -- 1 am a good student in most school 5ub;ects.
12. Problem Solving -~ | am good at problem solving/creative thinklng.
13. General-Self (called Global Esteem for purposes of this study) —-— I

h3ve self- regfect sel f-confidence, self- acceptance, positive self-feelings

and a good~self concept.

J ‘  Though not formally part of the SDQ IIl, these studies have @ sb asked
subjects to respond to l” summary deécrlptlon items (the first 12 preseﬁted
presented above) desxgned to reerct 12 ot the 13 scales -— all b&; the
Global Fsteem scale. For each of these l“ 1tems subjects indicate the
item’s accuracy (i.e., how aqcurate is thxs astatement as a descrlptlon D;
you) and its lgportance -(i.e.’, how 1mportantA15 this characteristic in
defgrmining how you feel about yourself). Reéponses to these items are made
on a "l—véry inaccurate/very unimpor tant" tb "9-very accurate/very
important" scale. Psychometmic properties of the accuracy ratings and their
relation to the multi-item scale scores that they are designed to reflect
were examined'by Marsh; Barnes and Hocevar (in press), and are further
consixdered as part of thé present investigation. There has been no previous

\ investigation of proper?ies of the importance Patings or how they relate to
the different areas of self-concept for the SDO 111, |

Foﬁ purposes of the present investigation the followfng var iables

derived from the SD@ I1I responses afé considered:

[ 4

1) Raw Seif~concgpt scale scores -- the raw responses to the 10 or® 12
. :
items designed tb_measure each scale, after reverse scoring the negatively

worded items' were summed and divided by the number of items in the scale.

2) Stahdardized Self-concept scale scores -- the same as 1 except that

. - ' -
) ) N
1)
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_gcale scoras were standardized tn have mean = Q, BD m aQr05$ thh tqt&l ,,#;{;.v;
droup e o .’ .. SRR . S
3) Raw Summary Ratings ~- the raw responses to the éccuracy fatingg,{gr . _P,{Q

the 12 summary descrxption 1tems that measure different facats nf sl f- ’ _ \‘dt }3f¥
concEpt . _ . - lbdd.“_.-;l {:;?

%) standarﬁiﬁg\\5ummary ratings -~ tﬁbj;ame as X ewcept that Scalaﬁhﬁmreﬁ CoE
were standardired to have mean = 0, 5D = | across the total group o o

%) Raw Importance Ratlngs -~ the raw responses to the 1mpprtanca 1;-_:r7 -
ratlngs for the 12 summary descrxptlon items, ' , : . ':;d o ‘

&) Proportionalized Importance ratings ~- for_ each subject ma(h o S .xtplﬁ
s | Amportance rating was divided by the sum of the 12 xmportancexratlngs such
that the transformed scores varied befween 0 and 1 (actually .01 and LAY ' !.

since each facet had an 1mportance between O and 9), Hence, for each _ ' ":\

-
Lot

1individual subj;ect the set of 12 transformed scores summed to 1.0 f{.e., the
scores were ipsative) and haﬂ a mean of 1/12. _
7) Global Esteem —-- the mean of res ponaes to the 12 Global Eateem 1tems.
The Gamples, ,
1 For purposes of thet present investigation data are considered from #ive
distinguishable.groups pf subjects that are described élSENhere and are !
briefly summarized below:
1) Group 1 consists of the sample of 151 Australlan univer51ty students
(mean age = 21.9, 797 female) described by Marsh Barnes and ‘Hocevar (in _ .
press; also see Marsh & 0’Niell, 1983, study™2). As part of that study, -'_
subjects also asked the person in their life who knew them the best to’ "
complete the SD@ IIl. These 9lgn1f1cant othar completed the survey as-if N
they were the person who had given it to tpem (i.e., they were to predict |
. what the :2pject had said). F;r purposes df the present 1nvé'tigation, the
u

primary f s is on the self ratings but the self-other correlations are

also considered. . ' . \

2) Group 2 consists of the 361 Dutward Boupd particdpanté (mean age =
<47 females) described by Marsh, Richards and Barnes (in press) As
part of that study, participants completed the SDO III one month before, the .
tirst day of, and the last day of a 24-day residential program. For purposes - .
of the present investigation, the primary focus'is on data from time 1, but .
_test-retest éorrelations over theltime t~time 2 interval are alsp‘donsidered,
3) Group 3 conéiéts'of the 296 year-11 girls (mean age ? 16.7) from two
private catholic girls schools described by Mar sh and O°Niell (1983).
¢ 4) Group 4 ronsists of 46 high*sqﬁogl girls (mean age = 146.6) pho were v .
selected as the "nonathlete" control for sub jects summarized in group 5 (sede

Marsh and Jackson, 1984; Jackson, 1984). . Unlike subjects in groups 1 - 3,

ERIC - o < /0




@uh,actﬁ 1nJQrmups 4;565' ;vnmﬁlmtﬁd &Eturacy and 1mpmrtﬂn(e ratwngs fnr th@
12 aummary 1tpms, but rmmplﬂtéd ﬂnly fuur of. Lhm selfwcnncépt ‘scales : B
.(F"hysxral thhty, F‘hymral ﬁppearaﬂcg Emntlonal Stablhty, and blmbal -.':__"

_?". \ 23 R estamm) Fur purposam of th& presgmt investxgatxon, only the summary ,ﬁu.i~'f -

| "ratzng 1tomg and their relation tq General Esteem are cmnsxderad tor thwse
'twa groups.- vaprtheleﬁw, rmsults from the Drqunal $tudy shnweﬁ that .
: sub 5{}% in the nonathl@te Qrmup, compared to the athlute%, were . L:\‘, o .
u»tantxally {OWRF 1n Jnlf ronLapt of bhyhxéal ﬁbilxty and the.importance .
;they plafed on this fatet NSTbxgld not differ in t&rms of other areas of. i  § -
- self-concept or tha xmportance placad on these areas Hence, these groups ;?7

\Df the prasent 1nvestlgationf

are particulariy ralevant tn the purpOQEE _
- » broup % conslsted o{ 76 ‘women athletes {mgran age = 20.1) gonqxstlng -1f | };
: of 45 high school women “athletds and 30 finalists in thp IQBQ,Australlan ' ){';'
women ’ & powerlx{txng champ1mnsh1ps (Marsh and Jarkson, 19843 Jackson, 1984),
, and these subjects complated the same materials as those 1Q,grnup 4, Though .
S the high aRhQDl athletes and‘ﬁgwEr}xfters f;;red slightly in of some areas
of aelf~;mncept in a wdy that appeared to, age-related, the dmfferencas
were small and they dig not differ in termd of ratings in the Physical
Ability facet -or ﬁny of the impprtéhcg raqﬁngs} For this reason, and alsoe
because nf the small sample siieéﬁlboth groups of women athletes were-

combined to form group'5‘¥or purpgﬁes'of the present investigétion.

., Statistical Analysis
| .Afl_statistical analyses were performned with the Qomme?cially available
Stéfistical‘Pagkage for the Social Sciences (SPSS{ Nie, et ai.; 1973; Hull &
Nie;_}¢é1). ’ﬁelatidhs between the self-concept scales and Global Self-
\=_8$§aem were performed across sublects in groups 1 - 3 and separately for
each group, while relations between the summary ratings and Global Self-
esfeem.were conducted across all subjects in groups 1 - 5 and separately for
each group. Except for the self-concept scales nbt completed by.groupﬁ 4 and
S, there was very little mxsslng data for any of the SubjECtS and mean |
respbnses were substltuted for the few missing values that did occur. The
actual analyses are\4g~cr1bed in more detail in the results section.
It was anticipatgd'thal the diverse subgroups who have combleted'the o .
SpQ III would vary substantially in the ;mpoftance.xhey placed”on different ¢
areas. In preliminary analyses, multiva?iqté and univariate analyses '
confirmed these expéctétipns,,and these data are summarized in Table 1;
Because .of the la}de ssmple size virtually every effect is statistiéally
51gn1f1cant but the.etas from one.Way ANOVAs provide an estimate of the
,lsl e of. each effect. A detailed examination of these group.differences. is .
not the focus. of this study, but of partxcular relevance is tkhe \
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demonﬁtrhtLOn that ‘the- groupn do Vary substantially and lpgxcally in the

*;"1mportanre they place on stome ¢3Lets - partlcularly the Phymncal Ab1llty

These pr&lxmimdry f;nﬁings alsn prov1de

and Spiritual Valueﬁ farets
support for the validity of the impgrtance ratiings: whan averagpd across a

s

.o clarge number of raspondents
T - . -Results and Discus LQD;'

k)
Esychonetric Prgeerxlga of Responses Lo th
Slngle item responses tend to have”limited rellabxlxty, valxdxty, and

np-\prall ab:lity- Lhu\t. may affect conclusiorns based on: tham, Internal

consistency coeffxrlents aré the most easxly obtained and frequently used
. est imates of reltablllty. but they cannot be computed on the basis of a
» . .

sinQle score. Consequgnt{y studies that use single-item responses‘often

disregard reliability and its implications. However, in the present ‘

. 1nvﬁ5ti§ation test-retest correlations were be used to egtimate the
/

LY

relrability pf single-item reéponses and their validity was examined by\\

relating them to external criteria.

. T e g R S e i e e e

InSert Table 2 About Here ,
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Sub jects in'group 2 completed the self-concept scales, the summary

and the importance rhtings twice dufing a one month interval,

ratings,
the test-retest correlations appear in Table 2. Coefficients for the multi-

87) are substantial and similax in magnitude to the

-

% )

and

" item scales {(median r = .

internal, consistency estimates that were reported in the originxh.s%gzzl The
kS e .

coefficients for the single-item summary ratipgs designed to parallg

multi~item scales are substantially lower (median r = .70), but still

tést—retest coefficients for the importance ratings)
/" -

. b

moder ate. However,

o

5(”" ' "= .S57) are so low that their usefulness. may be dubious,

(median r = .
Significant others were selected by‘subjects in group 1, and these

significant otheré'inferred reapmnSES;(i.e., completed the SDQ IIIl as if they
\ ' were.the sub ject) toﬂthelgel+~concept sca¥es} the summary ratings, and the

‘importance Hﬁtings. Correlations between the self-reports-and the resporses by

the sighificant others were used to test the validity of responses to the SDQ

. !
Il (see Margh, Barnes % Hocevar, in press, gor more detail). The self-other

correlatigns (Table 2) are substantial for the mult1~xt9m self—cnncept 5cales

.97), lower for the.summary self-concept ratxngs (median r

=

(median r =
.37),-and lowest for the 1mportance'ratxngs (median r = .19). These findings

provide support for the valxdlty of the self-concept scales and summary

, ratings, but little suppprt for the validity of importance ratings.
~ . Correlations betwden each of the 172 multx-xtem sel - concept scales and
the CDFFESpDnding single-item summary rating were also computed (Table 2).

Not sdrprisingly, these éprrelations are substantial, particularly given the

12 "
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apparent dnrbliability'of the summary ratings. These findings suggest that
the' summary ratings may pr0v1de a reasonable estlmate of the multi-item

' sCales that they are‘desxgned to parallel, even though thEy are apparently

> . léss rellable and valid (see Mansh Barnes & Hocevar, in press, for further

Fl

dxscu551on)1 '
" ) The .apparent lack of relxabxllty and validity of the 1mportance

ratlngs 1S dlscouraginq, ﬁartxcularly 31nce the; are the main focus of the

present 1nvestigatxoﬁ. However, there is a wide variation in the estlmages'

for the different facets. In particurar, thE'test*retest and self~mther

torrelatxons are substantlally higher fer . the Splrxtual faqet and tp a

o lesser evtenﬁ the Physxcal AbiFity facet than for the other facets (sl -~

' other agreement on the self concept scales and summary ra;xngs are also :t

highest for these two.facets). Hence, whxle xnterpretatxons based upon fhe
importance ratings must be made cautipusly, thete is evidence that ratings
for some of the facets may have acceptable psychometric propertles It is
also 1mportant to recognize that theapoor peychometrlc propert;es of the L
importance ratings refer .only te- lgglylgggl responses, and the the @ggg ‘
1mportance rating across a large group of sub;dcts may be substantial even

when the relxabxlxty of 1nd1v1dual responses 19.only modest.

, but did not test Rosenberg’ blectivity hypothesis (19653; 198B2) that posits
- » that indjviduals attach higher importance to'the specific facets where théﬁr
; self-perc®ptions are the most positive. ‘Correlations between the importance

ratings and the eel}~concept measures (Tgble 2), both'the multi-item scale§
(median r = .;é).and the summary ra€ings (median ro= . 339), subporf this
'agelectivity hypothesis. However, neither the present study nom‘Rosenberg’e
research, tested the direction of the causal relationship that is—imphieit
in the selectivity hypothesis (i.e., that higher self-perceptions “cause"
higher impbértance ratings), and it seeme‘plausible that. subjects may strive
to improve their skills and self—peréeptions in areas that they J?ew to we
important. It is interesting to nqte that again g;e coefficients for the
~ Spiritual and; to a lesser extent, the Physical Ability facets are-higher
;han the other facets. Consisteh{ with earlier observations, these may also
those facets where subjects have the most freeddm in determining the relative
importance that is,attﬁched-ﬁo them and where the importarce ratings are most
variable. - In summary, thegse findings demonstrate that specific facets of
self concept are moderately correlated with the importance attached to each
area, and that for some facets this relationship is very strang.
M lnsert Table 3.About Here.

""’\.J
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awgighxgq Averaqes of ﬁQ?ELiL& aﬁli SRNCERtE. Three unwptqhted ,\

averages werm uged to summar iz e responses to the 12 specific +acevs o¥ 591?7

A

concept L+ the dwerage of the raw responseb,lthe av&rdge of standard1ged e

\ .
\

responsesﬂ and the first pr1nc1pal component derxved from the set of x\”
‘ Vo,
responses. Each of these unwexghtad averages was rorrelatmd thh 1 obal

i . Esteem for the total group and each.$ubgruup (Table 3). For the multx*ltam
scalmsjall the unweighted averageé correlate abuht;.7 with Global‘E‘t(em,

@hilm Ebrkqlationg for the anmary ratings are close to '.b}_ Though there ' ' |
are minor diffarances among the three unweighted averages, and among the -

4 3
dxff&rent gubgroups, the results are remarkably congxstenr

k]

These Lorrelatlons Uased on unwethtpd avprageq provide a lower llmlt

- for testing the use{ulness of the varxous wexg.ted averages >T6'fhe extént A
th&€t the welghted averages. perform no better than the unwelghted aver ages,

than the rule of parsxmony dlctates that the unweighted averages are

preferable. Hodge and McCarthy- (1984) reported a correlation of only .4l.

between their unweighted average and Global Esteem, a value substantially

Vs

lower than even the .{ value found for the summary ratings in the present

BEST COPY AVAILABLE '_

investigation. While many possgble Explanafions exist for the different
results,'the most likely are the reliability of the Global Esteem measure,
the age of the subjects (which is related to the reliability of the
Ros enberg scale 1;?£he Hodge & McCar thy: Study) and the number of specific
components that are con51dered. Responses to the Global Esteem scalé from
the SDO IIl are more reliable than respoﬁseQ_to the Rosenberg scale in the
Hodge and McCarthy st&dy. Hodge and McCarthy found that the specific
components, re more highly correlated ‘for the Glnbal Egteem for thexr
bldesé suzﬁgits, perhaps due to diffea;nces in the reletility in their
GloQal Esteem measure that were age-related, 'and sub ,¢cts in the present
;gudy were blder than sybjects in th91r study. Hodge| and McCarthy
N qonsideced only 9 specific components, compared tp the 12 used here, and sO

their unweighted average was probably less reliable. h N

o

Specific Facets Weighted By Group and Subgroup Importance Ratings. For
these analyses,each self-cpncept score was weiglited by the mean importance ~
weighting either for the entire:group, or for the subgroup to which the

subject belonged (the means appear in Table 1), While different pFocedures

tor scéling the SpEcific*self—concept and importance ratings Qere

considered, these make vi?tually no difference in the results and so are not
discﬁssed fnrther.r For Lie malti-i1tem self-concept scales, correlations

between the ‘weighted averages and Global Esteem are close to .7, while

those for/khé summary items are close tp .6. In each instance, averages:

,weighted“by total grdup impdrtance ratings are virthally identical to those

9 .
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'wexghted by subgroup 1mp0rtanc& ratings, and dp not differ from those based

_1s the type@isz;aﬁﬂnng that Hodge and McCar thy found to perform poorer.

’ ) Sel f-connept 1% ' /

-

on unwelghted averages. The correlations reported here are higher than the

Hodge antd McCarthy study, probably for the same-.reasons as indrcated.above /}_

‘but the similarity of correlations based on weaghted and unweighted =
‘responses iw gonsystent with their findings. These findings providé no o .
e B Ny

support for the usefulness of the group or subgroup importance ratings in the -
\ .

-~

dblghthg of specxfic components of self-concept to predrct'Global Esteemp

[Pl I FLES S g

conducted to«predxct Global Esteem. from the set of 17 self-concept scales
and from the set .of 12 self-concept sumbhary ratings. Fo; the total group
the multiple Rs (Table T) are .78 and .67 for the self-copcept scales nd
=ummary ratings respectxvely Sxmxlar analyses were per formed for each \

subgroup, and these multxple Res are somewhat hxgher However, multiple Rs’

BEST COPY® AVAIl ARI £

app somewhat biased and the extent of this bias depends on the nqmber of

var1able5 used in the prediction equation and the number of cases. When the

-

multiple Rs were corrected for this bias (see Nie, et %),'1975) di f ferences

between the multhle Rs for each aubgroup and for the to;al groupvare much 2
smaller (Table JI) i l

The multiple regressions for the total group represent an absolute

-

upper limit“for correlations based on averages weighted by the total group
ratings of importance. Similarly, the multiple regressions for each
subgroup represent the agsolute upper limit for weighed averages based on
the subgroup ratings of importancé. While thése multiple Rs are clearly
higher than those obtained with the unweighted average;, the size of the
di fferences, are modest. Since the difference between correlations derived
from the empirically determined optimal weights and from 6&@ unweighted
average is.less than .1, 1t is not possible for any set of é priori weights C -
such as those based on the 1mportance ratings to do substantiafly better . | -
than the unweighted avergges. . ' _ ;

! Ratings. For these .

i3]
u-a

opecific facets Weighted By Individual Importanc
analyses each self-concept facet for each sub ject was‘reighted by the N
1mportance rating‘assigneq to that facet by the subject. These'analyses are .

"particularly impdrtant in that: a) this Lg/the type of-weightrng typirally*

implied by researchers who advocate the use of meortance ratinge; b) this

than the unw ghted average and which was squested might be an artifact of
scaling problems in earlier discussions; and t) the Pmprrically determined
multiple R does not constitute an absolute upper limit for the correlatlpn
between this weighted average and Global Eéteem.

Unlike the previous analyses, the way that the sel f-concept sﬁpreS,and . ;' 
15 SR A S
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the importance ratings were scaled makes a sebatantial difference (Table 3).

When raw self-concept scores were weighted by raw i1mpoftance ratyngs, as in
the Hodge and McCarthy study, the wexghted averayes were subs tantxally ldsg
correlated with @lobal Esteem thin any of the other weilhted or unwelghted
ayerages. These findings are §0n51stent for both self-concept scales and.

summary ratings, are consi nt across subgroups, and are consistent with

standardized.or the importancg ratingsg are proportionalized, the "

correlationa ‘are substantially roer. These correlations are also
xurgxnalky hlgher than other none p1r1c1ally determined weightings.

In order to further explore the apparent artifact)of using unscaled
scores, each sub&ect was ag;Tbned a set of 12 random numbers that varied
between 0 ahd i, and thedge were used to weight the épecxfic’self—concepts¢
Excépt for the use ot these randowynuhbers in piace of the importance
ratings, the same analyses were perforded. Again the correlations based on

thd raw (random) weights and the raw Self-concept scores result in

substanti1ally lower correlations than when either the self-concept scores

are standardized or the weights are proportionalized. This demonstrates that

the findings are not due to some serendipitous relationship between the
impor tance ratiﬁgs and sel f-concept scores that is 1diosyncratic to the
present investigation. It is also gratifying to note that the randomly
welghted averages are sompwhat less correlated with Global Esteem than
previously considered averages, though gven these differences are
surprisxﬂgly small. '
Two general conclusions result from this set of analyses based on
individual weightings. First, as posited, thelHodge—McCarthy conclusion
that these weighted averages perform more poorly than any other weighted or
unwelghted average is apparently an artifact of using unscaled scores 0
Smcond, when the scores are scaled, the weighted averages baeed on
individual 1mp0rtance ratings perform marginally better than do the
unweighted averages, the averages weighted by group importance ratings, and
the avdrages weighted by subgroup importance ratings. Are these marginal
di fferences large enough to be theoretically important? -—- probably not in
that the improvement.never exceeds .05 for scales or symmary ratings, for
any subgroup, or for ény way of coméuting the weighted and unweighted
averages. Hence, these analyses again fall, to provide much support for the
usefulness of 1mportance ratings in the weighting of sperifxc components of

sel f-concept to predxct Global. EStEEm.' .

e TR e e i e e R e e et ol m e et e o am e NrLLanaza

The Rosenberg interactive hypothesis described earlier posits that the -

- ’ . - ) Ll
\ . Ib
, v R . . . X
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However, when eitther self-concept scores are

)
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effect of a specific self-concept on Glabal Esteem will vary with the valdﬂ
that an i1ndividual places on the Specxfxc‘facpt In the language®of 1%

(
andlysxs of varsance (ANOVA), the IEVEl of self- Loncept 1n a particular .

facet and the facet’'s 1mportance wxll interact in determining Global Fq#wemh

thouqh not all i1nteractions would be' inconsistent with the hypothes1s. jwo

oo
dxfferent approaches were taten 1n testing this model as described belnw: 1;

1Y A Classical ANOVA Model. Scores for each specific self- Loncepﬁ fa(at

and for_ each i1mportance rating for the total group were divided.into fQUr»s

cateqgories (i.e., low, medium-low, medium-high, high). Using Global Esfeém'

as the Hependent variable, a 4 (le!%l of specific self-loncept) x 4 (l&val
of importance) ANOVA was condUCted separately for each facet using {he \

claskical approach for testing statistital sjgnificance (see Nie, et al,,

197%). The F-ratios fo&cﬁach effect the two m3in effects and the - -ﬂ
‘ + v ~
interaction effect, and the multlple Rs based on the variance explained by-

+

all three effects are summarized in Table 4.

!
\

¢ 2) A Multiple Regression Mode]l. The ANOVA model described abnvg Y
provides a general test of eaéﬁ of the effectQ, but tHe partxcular forp of

'sxgnnfxcant effects may not be consxstEnt with the Robenberg hypothESxE

Consequently, a more specific test was devised. In this approach,-ohly
three parameters were estimated instead of the 15 in the classical ANOVA
model (i.e., the 15 df in the 4 x 4 ANDVA): the linear effect of the
specific facet of self-concept, the linear effect of its importance, and the
pffect of the product of the two (i.e:, the linear~6y—limear effect in the
interaction term). For purposes of this analysis raw self-concept scﬁres

and proportionalized importance ratings were used rather than the

categoriced scores used, to test the classical ANOVA model. Standardized ,‘

beta weights and pearson correlations representing each effect, as well as
the multiple K based on the three effecté are summarized in Table 3,

The large number of statlstxcal tests and differences between the two
approaches makKe the results of thwse analyses dlfflcult to summarize. It ig
useful to compare the multxple Rs from the ANOVA and multiple regression
modeis to each other and to the sihple correlation between the specific

self-convept and General Esteem. The multiple R based on the classical

{ ANOVA model might be larger than the multiple R fbr the regressxon model

sihce more deyrees of freedom are used in the estimation process, but it
could be lower if substantial varxance is lost in the categori;atxon of
scores. However, if the multiple Rs do not substantially exceed the simple
correlation between the specific self- cunlept facet and 9eneral Esteem

v1.e,, if the additional terms do not contrxbute to the variance explained),

then there is no support for the Rosenberg hypothesis. Inspection of thé

BEST COPY *
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_ Sel f~concept 15
results shows that multiple Rs based on the multiple regreésnon model are
slightly higfer than thése for the ANOVA hodpl providing support for the
more, specific tcst*bf the Rosenberg interaction medel." However, few of the
multiple ‘Rs derived from thxm model are subgtantially larger than the
coresponding pearson correlatxon. Conbxgtept with previous analyses, the
lar gest differences between the mul'tiple Rs and the puarsdn re otcur for the
Spiritual ‘and Physical Ability facets. }

Results descr:bed thus far provide tests for\B? Rosenberg interactive

hypothesis 1or each specific facet of self-concept, but the multiple

’reqr9551on model is easily extended to test the model across all 12 facets.
A hxerarchlcal regression was performed in which the set of 17/591f -cancept
scores was ent@rpd on. the fxrst step, the set of xmportance ratings was
antered on the second step (see footnote ¢ in Table 4), and the set of 12

) interaction terms was entered on the third step. Statistical tests (Table
4) 1pd{cated that the i1nteraction effects do contribute'signifﬁqantly to the
prediction of Global Esteem beyond tRe effects of specific self-concepts,
but the added contribution is small. While the interpretation of
interaction effects due to a specific facet may be problematic, the exclusion
of the interaction effect fér the Spiritual facet produced a larger decrease
in the multiple R than any other interaction term, and this finding was
consistent across analyses of the self-concept scales and summary ratings.

In summary, support for the Rosenberyg model is weak but not nonexistent.

While the contributinn nf fhé sel f-concept/importance interaction is small,
1t 15 statistically significant. It also appears that support of the model
is stronger for the Spiritual and perhaps the Physical Ability facets, and .

this is intuitively logxcal and consxstent with prevxous obser vations.

S A e ERR0 0N %408
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A variety of theoretical hypotheses, as well as common gense,'posit

that the effect of a specific facet of self-concept on general sel f-concept

will depend on the facet's importance. William James first Proposed the
hypothesis 100 years ago; it has been restated frequently; it.éeems'
intuitive plausiblé; and it should be easy to test. Nevertheless, rigorous
) tests of the hypothesis -~ indeed, aven qléarly articul ated actounts of how
it should be tested -— are surprisingly rare. Hodge and McCar thy, in one of
the most recent attempts. found llttle or no support for the hypothesis, but
an examination of their study suggested methodologxcal problems. The
present 1nvestigation verified that th’ methodological problems did exist,
but even when these were rectified there was little support for the

hypothesis. The interactive hypothesis has too much’ﬁntuitive appeal to be

/8
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completely ré;q ted, ‘and so further examination of the lSEUQS is needed. . .

One pot ‘l problem in the present 1nvestigation was the use of )

es to assess the importance of each facet. The 1mportance . .

single-1tem r OHS
ratxggm were psychometrically weak and ash;nq sub)Ects to rate the

1mportance of each item 1n the muli- 1tem JgaIEb would provxde better scores.

However, none of the wELthxngs ansxdered 1n the present.study, “not eves

the random- wexghtlng, really made much dxfference. Hence, i1t seems unlikely
{ .
that obtaxnlng bett?r 1mportancp ratlngs would sdb“antlally alter the . 7

;;gnt&d averages,ory improve support {or the hypothesis. -
IronxcaY‘& ano}her pobsible problem 1s that the SDO IIT is desxgned

too well in that it only includes facets that are at least reasonably . ,

1mportqnt'to mogthpeopla and 1t répresents most of‘the°facets consider | to

be important by the responderrts - None of pthe facetw was given a mean

xmportance ratxng of le%q than 3, the‘m;d e’réSponse categér?, and all but

[N

one had means between 6 and B on a nine- point response scale. Even if a
particular subj;ect attached gmall.importance to one or two Of these faceté,
this would have only(gzg;all impact on thé_weighted averabe since most of
the other facets would be judged to be important. In contrast to the
broadly defined, generally important-facets that appear on the 5D@ III, the
two facets originally suggested by William James to iilustrafe this propodal
were skills as a psychologist, his profession, and skills at Greek langgage,
an area in which he had "no pre";enmons." Consistent witb&]ames’ original
formulation, support for the proposal would probably be much stronger if the
"facets" were comprised of narrowly defined characteristics that most

respondents judged- to be unimportant but that a few found to be very

i.mportant. Of the SDQ III facets, the Spiritual and Fhysical Ability facets

_seem closest to this description, and they also had the most variable

importance ratings. It is also these facets that provided the best support
for the interactive proposal. While a new instrument such as suggestel here
might provide better supéort'for the interacfive hypothesis, it would not
make a very good self-concept instrument.

Other Issues.

’ . ) t

Several other issues, though not the primary focus of the present

- investigation, were also addressed. These include the use of single-item

scales, the status of the general self construct,'and the relation between
self-perceptions and the value placed on specific facets of sdélf-concept.

Single-item scales designed to represent the SDQ 111 facets were found
to have poorer psychometric properties than the multi~itém scales, and this
is consistent with findings in other areas or research and gommon—sense.'

Nevertheless, there was modest support for the psychometric properties of

2 v N
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"the sumgary ratings. Thus, while 1t 1g better tp use the 176 SDO 111l 1tems .
than the 12 summary 1tems, it may bg better to use than 1” summary 1tems
' thart to not to consxder multiple dlmensxong of self- concept at all., . If
v external constraints preclude the use of the entire Sal)()lll, then the use of '

the most reldvant subscales and the set of 12 5ummary_ratiﬁg ttems may be an

expedient compromise. : ' S .

According to the selectivity hypoth9515; éubjects selectivgly assignh
the greatest importance to those areas of self~concept in which their self-
perceptions are most pos{tive.\ While this‘ﬁypothesis is often linked to the
interéction hypothesis; the two are sepaféte. In the present investigation,
there wab c{ear support for thE{Beléctiv1Ey‘hipothes{s even though subport“

c for the interaction hypothesis was very weak. Howevef, further research is

needed to test the ,assumption of causality™that is implicit 1n the

1

selectivity hypothesis

.

Implicit 1n the Hodge and McCarthy study, and in the theorethal
:i underpxnnxngs that stimulated the present study, 15 the absumptxon thqt&
general self-concept is more important tham specific facets, the rqle of
‘specific self-concepts has beén to provide a basis for defining general.
sélf—concept. However, this may pe a historical weakness‘in self—concépi
esearch. Elsewhere (Marsh, & Shavelson, 1984) I have argued that self-
concept cannot bF’ adequatily understood if 1ts mu1t1d1men51ona11ty is
ignored. If the role of self- conrept research 1s to better upderstand the
complexity of the self, to predict dxverse behaviors, and to relate self~
concept to other constructs. then measures of multiple facets a?e more
usefuf than a general facet. Though Spec1f1c facets such as those measured

by the.SDQ IIIl are hierarchically orderked, the hierarchy is so Weak that the-
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léeneral self that appears at the apex accounts for only a small portion of
the variance in the Spec1flL facets (Marsh 1984). This situation appears to
be analogous to the one in intelligence/ability testing where many researchers
now argue agalnst the sole reliance on I0. While the general constructs in
both areas of research may be relevant for the very young, spec1f1c facets
become more important as individuals grow older and the specific facets become
more:differentiated. Ironicalfy, since the hierarchy of specific facéts in
self-concept research appears to be weaker than in intelligence/ability.

- research, the reliance on a general construct is less justifiable in self-

N

' toncept research even though it appears to be more prevéient.

i r
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FOOTNOTES _
1 - Pgincipal component aﬁhlyses, with 1.0%g ag communality estimates, were
performed by the coémercialf¢ available SPSS'program (Nig, et al., IVZS{ s,
the set of 12 self-concept scales and the set o% 12 self-concept summary 0
ratindgs. While thgﬁg are not really “queighted" averages, they a;e'
considered as such in this discussion because the weights do not depend on
elther the impartance ratings or the Globgl Esteem score. For the 12 scales
the factor score coefficients (see Table 1| for the ordering the the 12
facets) are: .15, .18, .18, .17, .14, .19, .00, .12, .19, .11, .19 and
.20, For the 12 summary ratings the factor scor® coefficients (1n the

order) are: .14, .15, .17, .15, .13, .17, .03, .16, .19, .16, .19 and .19.

2 -- The standardized beta weights for the 12 self-concept scales (in the

slame order as in Table 1) are; -.08, .25, .‘18, .16, .08, .36, .10,..08, -,0%

- .04, .08 and .17. Those for the 1? summary ratings (in the. same orderr‘

Lare: .01, .23, .12, .14, 33, .01, .02, .09,- .04, .00 aﬁé .0B.

3 - The multlple R based on Ehe total group represents the optimal
wexghting of the 12 self—concept facets when the weight assigned to each
facet 13 the same for all subjects, but not when the weight assigned to each
facét }s'allowéd to vary from subject'to subject. Hence, it is possible for
the weighted averages based on individual weights to outperform the multiple
regression prediction though this did not happen.

4 -- Random numbers from a uniform distribution varying between O and 1 were
generated with the SPSS procedure (Nxe, et al., 197%5) and were used to
weight the self- concept facets. Thxs analysis was replicated five times
with different sets of random numbers and the results were quite consistent
over the different replications. The results that appearlin Table 3 are
actually the mean co}relations resulting from the five replications.

5 -— The difference between the proportfonalized and raw weights is only a
coé&ern for averages weighted by the individual importance ratings. When the
tatal group aeans e Lsud as weights; the proportionalized and raw weights
were perfectly correlated, and when éubgroup means were Lsed the two sets of
wei_ghts“ were almost perfectly correlated.' The finc#'ngs support the
contention that the paradoxically low correlation between individually
weighted self-concept facets and Global esteem is an artifact of.using
unscaled scores, but the precise nature of this artifact is not clear to me.
I anticipated th@t the use of standardi:ed sel f-concept scales would produce
a small improvement, that the use of ipsative importance ratings would

produce a larger improvement, and that the use of both would do the best,

but this is not what I found. The fact that the problem disabpears when

either proportionalized importance ratings or standardized self-concept

scores are used tp determine the weighted averages suggests that the problem

3' : '
’ ’ . 1 . —
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is not inhe;ent in either a«pt pf scores. Since the same pattecg was

obser ved when randomly assigned weights were used, explanatioﬁs that 1nvolve
response biases in the way‘subjects make rtmportance ratfngs are not viable.
Since the finding\generalizeé across self-concept écaleé and summéry 1tems
here, and appakrmﬁjyfthe summary 1tems used by‘Hodge and McQarthy suggests
that 1t is not ;7fhnction the wording of the stlf-concept measures. (I
suspect that I can come .up with a reasonable explanation, perhaps one
suggested by thé&®journal r;viewers, before this paper 1§B;;EEEEIY published,

and 1t will provide a more satisfdctory ending to this f note.)

-k e o e s ol et
-

_ | .
Boersma, F.J. & Chapman, J.W. (1979). Student’s Fer eption of Ability Scale

R o e e e =

Manual. University of Alberta. Edmonton,.Canada.
., + N

B. (1979). The self-concept:. Theory, measurgment, developmept and

ORI~k B ibeher ¢S oneii. o= fhen i PP == A e

Dusek, J. B.s, & Flaherty, J. F. (1981). The development ot self-concept

during the adolescent years. Monographs of the Society for Besearch in

»

e e e e e e e e

e e et e -

Fersonality and Social Fsychology, 36, %04-421.
Harter, S. (1982). The Percpioed Competence Scale for Children. Child

~
——————————— v

Harter, 3. (1983). Developméntal perspeétipes on the self-system. In P. H.
Mussen (Ed.),. Handbook of Child Fsychology, (Volume IV, 4th edition, pp.
275-383). New York: Wiley.

Hodge, D. 3. % McCarthy, J. D. (1984). Influence of inividual and group

identity salience in the -global self-esteem of youth. Journal of
1

ersonality and Sacial Fsychdlogy, 47, 403-414.

s

e S S e

*Hull, C. H., % Nie, N. H. (1981). 5PS85 Update 7-9. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Jackson, 5. (1984). Athletic or antisocial: The female sport experience.
Psychological determinants and cdnsequepces of female sports iﬁvolvement.
An unpublished thesls compléted as partial fulfillment of requirements for
the degree of B. Ed..(Honsl in Phys;cal Education, University of Sydney.

James, W. (1890/1963). The principles of psychology. New York: Holt,
Rinehart % Winston. _ . . , )

Marsh, H. W. (1984). The hierarchical structure of self-concept: An
afplication of coffirmatory hiérarchical ¥actor analysis. (in feview).

Department of Education, University of Sydney, Australia.

“ aa

A\l

BEST COPY Avi._iiii



e gy o
‘ ' Self-concept 20

-

Marsh, H.~W., Barnes, J., Cairns, L/, & Tidman, M. (1984). The Self
Description Questionnaire (SDA): Age effects in the stcture and level of

sel f-concept for preadol®scent children.

Copcholugy, /3, 740556,
(1n press). Self-other agreement on

ﬁarsh. H. W., Barnes, J. & Hocevar, D.

mul tidimensional self-concept ratings: Factor analysis % multitrait-
nd Social Fsychology.
al Esychology.

—ni _—ek S

hul timethod ahalysis. 'Journal of Pergonality g
M . ) ‘
Mq;sﬁ, H. W., & Jackson, 5. (1984). Multidimensional self-concepts,

masculinrty and femininity as a function of women’s involvement in

athletics. (In review).

Marsh, H. 'W., % 0'Niell, R. (1984). Self Description Questionnaire III (5DQ
TI1): The construct validity of multidimensional self-concept ratings'by

mmrmy wmem miamcr iRt e S SR RSN T = DN

l ate-adolescents. Jou
Marsh, 'H. W. % Parker, J.'(I?B4). Determinants of student self-concept: Is it,

hatter to be a relatively large fish'in a smali pond even if you don’t learn
to swim as well? Jourpal of Egcégnalisx and Social Psychology, 47, 213-231.
Mars;, H. W., Richards, G., & Barnes, J. (in press). Multidimensional self-
concepts: The effect of participation in an QOutward program. Jourpal of
Personality and Social Psychology,
Mapdh, H. W. and Shavelsgn, R. J. (1984). Self-concept: Its multifaceted,
//;ferarchical‘structure. Depar tment Bf Eéucation, Universi €y ot Sydney,

Australia. (in review)

(1982). Psychological selectivity in self-esteem formation. In

Rosenberg, M.
M. Rosenberg % H. B. Kaplen (Eds.), Social psychaloqy of the self-concept

t=R I e X TR R et PR aigies ol i S R L g S S S e Il i v . e 4

BEST Copy AVAILABLE

d

(pp. 535-544). Arlington Heights, I11: Harlan Davidson.
e adelescent self-image, Princeton:

(1963). Bociety and th

Rosenberg, M.

Princeton University press.
(1979). Canceiving the self. New York: Rasic Rooks.

Rosenberg, M.
Rushton, J. F., Brainerd, C. J., % Fressley, M. (1983). Rehavioral

development and construct validity: The principle of aggregation.

(1982). Self-concept: The interplay of theory

Shavelson, R. J. & Bolus, R.
Journal of Educational Fsycholoqy, 74, 3-17.

foiiordy = RSN\ P S P I o ek Jh ol vag B A AR R Brh B oo

and ‘methods.
Shavelson, R. J., Hubner, J. J. &% Stanton, G. C. (1976). Validation of
46, A07-441,

icational Research,
)

construct interpretations. Review of Edu
Shavelson, R. J., & Marsh, H. W. (In Press). On the structure of selfj
New Jersey:

' concept. In R. Schwarzer (Ed.), Anyiety and cog
{ g

Q Erlbaum. : . A
a3

nitions.

L e e ]

/

Nie, N. H., Hull, C. H., Jenkins, J. G, Steinbrenner, K. % Bent, D. H. (1973).



o~

I

o——— e e wre e e B . ' - S W g e A e e

T K LT T G .
s /
v
-

. _ ny
7 ) Sel f-concept 21 ) ’

-

Soares,-L. M., %'Soares, A. T, (1982),. Convergence and detr{migition in

academic self-concepts. Faper presented at the 20th Congress o tﬁ%

International Association of Applied Psychology, Edinburgh, Scotland, July,
¢

—~a

1982. | __ -

Watking, D. (1978), The development and evaluation of self-esteem measuring

ke IS A4 o mnn e DT n L e [SRPLgh s goaghghvg Vi |

perfngio SP RS Ao (A ST Lo~ ~ RSy Db ey i g Sl et e M g

P Al e AR R A= 88.4

Wylie, R, C. (1974). The self-codcept (Rev. ed., Vol. 1) Lincoln: Unmiversity
of Nebraska Fress.

Wylie, R. C. (1979). The gﬁlf~conceg§ (Vol. 2) Lincoln: Universiﬁjr of
k]

el AR e D SN2

Nebraska Press.

/ | .

E



SRR "4:-4.‘.1.\
. \ ¢« b

/Al

AW, -

Facets .
1] 2 3 4 o 6 7 8 Q 10 1y 12 13
Total Group £ ] .
Scale Mn 9.72 4.78 4.32 4.80 5.82 5.18 4.87 6.11 £.47 4.89 359 5.11 5.71
5D 1.47 23 1011 0,84 1,20 1,25 1.66 0,72 1.06 1.5 1@10 0.96 116
Sum Mn 5.67 5.08 S.75 6.56 6.65 6.41 4.75 7.06 6.27 5.63 6.08 5.85 ---
SD 1.91 1.959 1.85 1.47 1,83 1.73 2.42 1.27 1.44 1.87 1.47 1.53 ——~
Ihpt Mn 5.96 5.95 7.0 7.13 7.66 7.34 5.34 7.97 7.01 4.08 6.73.6.63 -
SD 2.03 1.B2 1.53 1.50 1.52 1.48 2.92 1.25 1.43 1.75 1.36 1.62 -~
‘Group 1
Scale Mn 5.42 5.1B 4.70 4.8B0 5.62 5.15 4.90 6.17 5.75 4.354 5.83 35.06 6..00
SD 5D 1.93 0.99 0.99 0.B5 1.34 1.26 1.90 0.74 1.03 1.70 0.93 0.95 1.05
: \
Sum Mn 5.33 5.75 6.41 6,59 6.33 6.24 4,95 7,13 6.54 5,20 6,20.5.94 -—
. SD 2.01 1.35 1.68 1.4% 1.8B8 1.85 2.60 1.27 1.40 2.02 1.53 1.36 -~
Impt M 35.47 6.40 7.29 7.27 7.64 7.33 5.49 7.93 7.10 3,49 6.93 6.63 ——
SD 2.12 1.62 1.54 1.43 1 . £9 1.56 2.64 1.24 1,36 1.76 1,32 1.93 -~~~
Group 2 * ‘ ) )
Scale Mn 6.13 3.25 4.28 4.67 5.91 5.40 4,41 4,17 5.32 5.10 5,68 5.36 5.73
5D 6D 1,07 1.03 1.08 0,92°1.14 1,20 1.7% 0.73 1.05 1.36 1.19 0‘96 1.19
Sum Mn 6.16 5.40 3.72 6.32 6,60 6.53 4,33 7.17 6.32 5.89 6.19 5.95 -~——
SD 1.61 1.29 1.77 1.50 1 77 1.70 2,45 1.12 1.37 1.87 1.33 .46 ~——-
Impt Mn &6.61 5.90 7,24 6.99 7.52 7.34 4.8B3 8.04 7.14 6.24 6.47 6.87 -——-
SD 1.65 1.70 1.32 1.43 1.48 1.43 2,58 1.22 1.3t 1.58 1.57 1.50 -—~-
Group 3 ) T
Scale Mn 5.28 4.04 4.17 4.96 5.81 4.92 §.41 6.02 5.25 4.81 5.37 4,82 5.53
sD ° SD 1.5%3 1.16 1.18 0.70 1,19 1.21 1,168 0.71 1.04 1.45 1.04 0.B9 1.10
Sum Mn S5.17 4.29 5.34 6.88 6.82 6.28 $.49 4.B4 5.92 5.40 5.84 5.57 ———
) SD 1.98 1.71 1.91 1.29 1.78 1.64 1.94°1.17 1.35 1.74 1.24 {.53 -
Impt Mn 5.13 5.64 6.60 7.32 7.87 7.21 6.28 7.8B6 6.64 6,01 6.B 6,24 ——-
SD 2.07 1.97 5262 1.42 1.46 1.55 1.94 1.27 1.54 1.81 1.55 1.69 --—~
. Group 4
Scale Mn - - —— —— - - -~ - -— - - -—  §5.27
SD 5D - - - - - e —— e - - - -4 1,31
Sum Mn 4.04 4.54 5.37 6.33 6£.85 6.26 4.09 6.78 6.37 5.350 6.00 5.80 -—-——
- SD 1.51 1.59 1.B1 1,71 2.1t 1,77 2.66 1.B1 1.60 1.8B6 1.56 1.66 ——
Impt Mn 5.46 6.28 7.24 7.15 7.78 7.91 4.78 B. 13 7.47 46.54 7.26 4.85 ——-
SD 1.94 1.71 1.23 1,63 1.79 1.05 2.91 1.24 1,38 2.05 1.69 .67 -~
., broup 5 '
Scale . M0 -~ ~— —  -- e - = - 5,96
8D 8D -~ —- == Tem ee s e e e e T e 1,20
Sum Mn 6.97 5.29 6.46 6.67 6.71 6.B0 3.92 7.34 6.B0 6.15 6.37 6.37 —-
8D 1.44 1.59 1.75 1.60 2.16 1.91 2.56 1.69 1.71 1.80 1.57 1.83 -——-
Impt Mn 7.45 6.26 6.90 6.B2 7.46 7.50 4,20.B.13 7.43 6.55 6.76 6£.8B7 -~
b SD 1.46 1.94 1.89 1.98 1.91 1,48 2.59 1.34 1.66 1.75 1.79% 1.79 —-—-
Eta’s . ' ' .
Scale 29 .47 17 L1609 18 .27 10 17 14 16 .25 .14
Sum 36 .36 23 .16 .09 10 .24 .14 .19 ,17 .12 .15 ---
Impt 39 15 .20 12 .11 10 .28 .08 .19 .18 .14 .17 -
a -- i{=Physical Qbilité; Zsical Appear ance; 3=0p§osite Sex Relations;
4=Same Sex Relations; 5= Relations; 4=Emotional 7=Spiritual Values;
B=Honesty; 9=Verbal; 10=Math; t1=6General Academic; 12=Problem Solving;
13=6lobal Esteem. : ' ' " -
b -- Oneway ANOVAs of differences between groups are summarized in terms of

TR TAAT Ny vl e

Ratings (and 5Ds) For Seli-concept Scales (Scalg), Su
megglf~ton ept Ratings (Sum) and Importance Ratings ?I&p
Eta’s representing

AR e moe s e LR, e

the eta values.

responses from

For summar

responses from groups 1-5 (eta » .09 ig statistic

a5

R S

1

Table i

v e
n 3

)

mmary
and

1fferences Between Groups on These Scores.

2

For the scale scores the eta’s are based on BOB sets of

groups 1-3

(eta

> ,0B is statistically significant at p <

and importance ratings the eta’s are based on the 930 sets of

ally significant at p < .08).

. 09).
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\ J  Table 2 | -
- . » ¢ ¢
Correlations Between Self-concept Scales (Scale) Summar( Ratings" (Bum), :
and Importance Ratings (Imp) for 12 Areas of Sel%~concap . 1
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ o e 4 o o e i e o s ‘
’ a . c _
Test-Retest ra Sel {-Other rsg * rg Between: ¥
- Area el e i e et o R e e e et
‘*- Secale Sum - Tmpt Scale Sum Impt Scale Scale Sum
. . - . & Sum & Impt & Impt
+Physical .B8 .77 .61 277 .63 145 - .8i 39 .42 -
Appearance .BS .72 .65 .47 a8 18 .7 23 04 "
Opposdite Sex ' : ‘
Relationg .89 .76 .35 .51 .31 .33 .80+ .37 .29
., Game Sex .85 1 .70 .61 . .4% .32 .20 .65 .48 .27 =
Relations . - ’ : - ‘
Parents .88 .70 .66 .76 .55 .19 .77 .54 .43
Emotional .BS 66 .50 .62 .28 .19, 64 .28 1L '-’
Spiritual 94 . B4 - .86 .82 77 0~ 070 0 0 .87 . .85 .B6
Honesty «73 .34 .30 .37 .13 19 ~., 49 .44 .36 -
Verbal .88 .66 .46 62 .33 Lo9 62 .35 13
Math .91 .80 .57 75 0 .63 .28 .BX .43 .44 I
S - _ Y&
General : - %
Academic .87 .69 .57 .36 220 0 L26 L8 . 36 .26 3
- ~N L-:
Problem s :
Solvlngd . B6 .68 .49 .46 . .13 .17 . 68 .47 . 36 f
General .B8 e .45 - - ——- - - :
Median r .87 .70 .57 37 .32 .19 .71 .43 - 3% 3
’-"-'.‘t‘: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Y RS R et s e e et e S e e S ke e S e e e e T T e vm e Tt vt W = s e e e e W % e M el mt A 5 '}E
.- a -- Test-ratest correlations (interval = 1 month, n=361) from Marsh, Richards
and Barnes (in press). . . :
b -~ Self-other correlations (n=151) are based on self-report responses and A
sel f-concepts inferred by a significant ather from Marsh, Barnas & Hocevar .
(1n press; also see Marsh & 0’Niell, 1984, Study 2).
c -- correlations based on the Total Sample (n=930 for Sum and Impt ratings :
and 80B for Scales) . g
d -- The General Self was only assedsed by scales.
:
By
\ - “ !
; t ¥
‘ P
\\ =
5 , -
- . e = T e =1
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: . Table 3

’ Correlations Between Weighted Averages of the 12 Self-concept Scores (Scales
and Summary Ratings) and General Self ‘for the Total Group apd Each Subgroup

R e e M Al st A ks e A e M s T Trv TaE e S A e m Mt = A E e v v m S Ve m e ey - oA Wt wan A8 e s rm e e o

B e

: . rs.relating the . T
\ ) wei?hted average of re relating the weighted
: * scale scores to average of 3Pmmary ratings
Esteem for Group: to %ﬁtgem ford Group:
Total "1 3 3 otal 1 3 3 5
i = e e e el e L e e 2 e o e o 2o e e e e e e e e
a
N Unweighted Averages : ) .
Fiw Score , Lol 058 L6997 L6446 .5B6  L551 .63 .518 (579 .559
! standard-.Score .6B§ L678 708 666 591 0560 (635 (575 (587 552
Principal Component L7020 707715 L6995 .8B8 L5965 L 435 .522 (58 .541
' b . : .
* “Weighted By Total Group
Importance Ratings - :
.Raw Score/Raw Impt LOBS L0672 0709 .63 .S595  .564 . L0320 . 585% 539 8

v

‘Raw Score/Frop Impt L6BY 672 709 .69 .5

Stand Score/Raw Impt 693 5. 6B 712 0671 05 . .

Stand Score/Prop Impt 693 .6B3 .712 .671 .59%5 ,568 .
c o

{

1 532 .585 559
1 .825 .591 540
1 .535 .591 .540

Weighted Ry Subgroup .
. Importance Ratings

Raw 8tore/Raw Impt L6B0  .676 710 (656 .593  .56B .647 .530 .5B8 .554

Raw Score/Prop Impt L85 L677 711 650 596 . S568 .643 .530 .589 .554

Stand Score/Raw Impt L6930 .6B6 L7133 669 597 .572 (642 534 .593 544 .

Stand Score/Prop Imgt 693 .6B6 713 LA L8597 .S72 64T .S534 .594 .S544 _
’Empirically Weighted ) ! °
,Impartance Ratings ’ - T M

Uncorrected rs . 2777 .790 .BOOQ 778 .&73  .677 721 660 .B3b .762

Corrected rs . L7300 .76B L7992 767 669 (640 709 .641 6B .708

. e e . ! .

Weighted By Individual "

Importance Ratings . - . -

Raw Score/Raw Impt 914,480 .523 (503 .478 .479 .S514 .432 .454 455

Raw Score/Frop Impt 701 700 722 ,670 615 599 .664 .544 632 .549 .

Stand. Score/Raw Impt .703 L6937 .718 .683 .6Q6 .5BA 653 .540 609 555

Stand Score/Frop Impt .706 :.6?8b.722 L6800 (611 .5BB .658 .547 633 .538

Weighted By Individual Randomly T

Assxgned Weights .

Raw Score/Raw Impt L3790 V293 0392 L3860 37B 0 .388 .410 337,347 .308

Raw Score/Frop Impt L6320 0620 637 (602 t,537 L5422 600 .48B3 .551 .524
Stantd Score/Raw Impt L6392 632 672 L6210 560 559 .98% .486 .331 .513
Stand Score/Frop Impt .657 .654°.677 .629 .547 .559 .606 1492 .568 .524

a - Unweighted averages of <the 12 seif-concept scores (scales and summary
“ratinfis) were compute takgRg the average of the raw scores, standardized
sgores {(Stand score), and the first principal component. Each was then
correlated with the General Self score.

> ' b -~ Weighted scores are defined as in b except that the important weightin?s
- were obtained the total group importance ratings rath®ér than from individua
impor tance ratings. : .
¢ ~- Weighted scores are Gefined ds in b and ¢ except that the impartant
weightings were obtained the subgroup ratings rather than from individual or
total group importance ratings. g :

d —— Optimal emp4rical weights were obtained from a series of multiple
“regressions performed for the total group and.each subgroup. Corrected

l . correlations are adjusted for the number of variables included in the multiple

° : regression, and this adjustment varies with the sample sige (see Nie, et al.“
1975). The'multiple regression based on the 12 scales aﬁ%‘the 12 summary
ratings was .796 (.789 when corrected). - When General Self scores were

-R{edicted from importance ratings from each subgroup separately, the General
t €1 f score correlated .796 (.78?) with the weighted average of scale scores

“"and...721 (.7B1) with the weighted average of summary ratings. N

e -- Raw scores and standard (Stand) scores were weighted by importance
- ratings assigned by each. individual. Separate averages were derived from the
. v raw importance ratings (Raw Impt) an the proportional importance (Prop
N “Impt) ratings. .

f - Weighted scores are defined as in b except that random variables (that
varied hetween O and 1 on a uniform distribution) were used instead of the
importance ratings. -~ i

“

4
.

Q. - S . al




R S

X
4

Table 4

“3'”31'L:;”;ygif”mﬁj;g@;""*

. 35KK

\m\dWMM;M

The Relation Between Each Self-concept Gcore (scales and'summar{ ratings’,
Each Importance RatinP, and the Self—céncept/lmportance Interaction on General
e Sel f ' :
DBt o e e e e e e
Fffect of
________________________ e e  ———— ma— s W W gtY A e was e vwm mR e e e S a
Area Self-concept Importance Intesaction Multiple R
b )\
Fhysical Scale ANOV  37.34%X b. 29X e L33%%
: : MR -.05% (.2 ¢ - -.85%r (L03) ¢+ 10Xk (.18) . 37X
- C '
Sum  ANOV 23, 4%x L1 2.59%% ‘ L27%%
MR .00 (.25 - 51K (L 03) L6A8x (L 19) . 32%x
Appearance Scale ANDV — 91.96XX 8.04%x "1.59 . 498X
. o MR L41¥x (LS1) -.23 (-.09) L16 (.28) LSINK
Sum  ANOV 23, 4%x 3,13 nLUS9RX LA6%K
MR .78xx (.41)  -.32%x (~-.10) .23 (. 24) .ASKX
Opposite . Scale. ANOV  "B0.41%X B.B1¥x 1.82 . aT0) & ¢
. Sey MR .08 (.50) -, 4%5xx (,01) LOAXX (.39)  LS52%%
Rel ations : -
Sum  ANOV  55.52%x B.11%x 1.22 - LA1%X
. ‘ MR 258X (.41)  -.16x (.01) ..07 (.32) .A3%X
Same Scale ANOV S2.12%X 1.38 1.40 9 §
Seu MR -.21 (.44) ~-.B7¢%x (-.01) 1. 158X (.30)  .S0%X
Rel ations . '
Sum  ANOV AT, 65%X S SBTEX 3.34%% L36x
MR .15 (.395) L.39%% (~-.01) LALX (.23) . L39%K
Parent Scale ANDV  24.34xx 0.99 - 1.46 . 30%K
MR .18 (:34) -~ -.27 (.04) .28 (.29) .35%K
Sum  ANOV  27.03xx 2.4% 1.54 .30%%
MR .42%%:(.30) .07 (.04) ~-.09 (.23) . 32%K
Emotional  Scale ANOV. 127.32%x 1.23 & 1.67 .55%K
r MR .56k (,60)  -.02 (.0B): . .06 (.50) .60XX
Sum  ANOV  B8.06%X 2.26 . 0.77 .AB8%%
MR 49K (L5 -.04 (.08 .03 (.43) AS1X%
Spiritual  Scale ANOV  6.41X 0.47 0.84 7%
MR -.07 (.06) ~.50%%x (-.01) . 60¥X (.05) . 17%K
Sum  ANOY 2.44 . 1.16 2.34% 128K
S ® MR -.03 (.08) -.41%x (-,01) .47 (.08) L19%%
Honesty Scale ANOV 20 22ix 1.69 v 220K L23%%
MR .16‘1.23) - 13 (.03) ¥ 15 (.1%) L 23%K
Sum  ANOV  16.29%X 1.01 1.84 L23%X
. MR .29x (.28) ~-.04 (.04) L0l (.22) .29%%
Verbal Scale ANDV  27,74x% 1.00 0.79 L32%%
CMR . 30¥x (.34)  -.06 (.01) .07 (.26) . 348X
Sum ° ANDY - 41.02¥% Q.81 1.21 . 35%%
' MR .30% (,34) -. 2 (.o ..0B (.25) .34%%
Math Scale ANDV 5.04%% 3.91%x 1.51 L16%%
MR .16 (.12) - 16 (~.06) . .04 (.06) . 18%%
- |
A Sum  ANDV 7.4B%X D 47 1.98% - L 16%%
| MR .03 (.14) ~.26%% (-,08) .25 (,08 198k
Genergl * Scale ANOV  29.B3%¥ 1.98 0.88 - .32%Kk
Academic MR .48%x (,32) .03 §,00) ~.21 (.19 .34%X
Sum ANOV  23.69%% 1.82 0.89 278X
MR, .19 (.25) -.12 (,00) .07 (4T L26XX
Froblem Scale ANDV - 56.27%% 6, 098X 1.76  .421%
Solving MR  .48%% (.41)  ~.14 (-.02) ~.04 (.23) L A3XK
Q Sum  ANOV 3B, 54%X . 3,99%% 3.78%% C33%x
MR .13 (.31) 235k (-.oh) X702

e ot mame pyafe {om 4]



\ ' Table 4 continued

d

for Scale .785x% - . LT771%% LBI6aK
Egiggg 1N -2 N.2 § S . 009 ‘ 4 0773%%
Mult Squared J : ’ : y
Multiple R for Sum LH73KK 68712 L704%%
Change 1n A5 LOLPRX L024xx
Mult R : ’
e e e e e e 8 e o et et e e e e 2 e~ e e ot o o e = e e o e e
a -~ The effects of each area of self-concept, the corresponding 1mpbrtance

rating, and their interaction on General Self was analyzed i1n series of 4
(levels of self-concept) by 4 (level of importance) ANOVAs. The reported
values are the F-ratios for each effect and the multiple R 18 bhe square
root of the SSexplained/SStotal ratio in each analysis. The df for error
terms 1n analyses of the scales 1s ap?roxxmately 778, and that for analyses
of the summary ratings is approximately 209,

b -- A series of multiple regressions (MR) was conducted where each self-
concept, the corresgonding impor tance rating (proportion), and the product
of thege two variables was used to predict logal Esteem. The standardi;ed
beta weight for each effect is presented for this analysis, algng with the
simple correlation (in parentheses) between each variable and General Self,
and the myltiple R for all three variables.

. . )
c —— These Multiple Rs resulted from a hierarchical multiple regression in
which the 12 self-concept scores were entered first, followed by the 11t
importance ratings (since the proeortionalized 1mportance ratings were
used, any one is,a linear combination-of the other 11 and one had to :
arbi(rarlly be excluded), and then the 12 products obtained by multiplying
each self-concept bz its corresponding importance rating. Significance tests
were conducted for the Multiple R at each step, and for the change in
Multiple R squared for each step. '



